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Clarifying apposition in Ugaritic //  
the displacement of “parallelism” 

Robert D. Holmstedt, Toronto 

Abstract 
The juxtaposition of two constituents of the same category, such as noun apposi-
tion (e.g., “Niqmaddu, the king”) or noun-numeral apposition (e.g., “thirty (shek-
els), lapis lazuli”), is a fundamental noun modification strategy, alongside adjec-
tival modification, noun cliticization (i.e., the bound relationship), and relativiza-
tion. Though studies of Ugaritic grammar have long noted the use of apposition, 
particularly with numerals, the distribution and semantics of apposition are wor-
thy of a focused analysis, which I will undertake in this study. Moreover, I will 
provide an initial investigation into the possible relationship between verb phrase 
or clausal apposition (types of apposition rarely recognized in Ugaritic or Biblical 
Hebrew studies) and the use of “parallelism” in poetic texts. 

1. Introduction 
Based on the scant treatment of apposition in grammatical work on Ugaritic, it is 
easy to understand how the student of the language might conclude that it is a 
rarely used and relatively insignificant grammatical construction. A thorough sur-
vey of existing Ugaritic grammars turns up an occasional short paragraph (e.g., 
Segert 1984: §75.2; Huehnergard 2012: 83) or brief discussion in the context of 
numeral syntax (e.g., Sivan 1997; Schniedewind and Hunt 2007; Bordreuil and 
Pardee 2009; Huehnergard 2012). Perhaps worse than the general lack of discus-
sion is the arguably inaccurate use of the term “appositional” to describe the rela-
tionship of the so-called “determinative” pronouns to the nouns they modify (e.g., 
Sivan 1997:55-56; Schniedewind and Hunt 2007: 156). 

Josef Tropper’s Grammatik is, as we might expect, the most detailed current 
resource for the grammar of apposition in Ugaritic. Not only does Tropper use 
apposition in his description of numeral syntax, he dedicates a bit more than two 
pages to non-numeral appositive constructions. Besides noun-to-noun apposition, 
such as mlk ugrt iḫy  ‘the king of Ugarit, my brother’ (KTU 2.44),1 Tropper also 
insightfully notes that prepositional phrases (PPs) can be appositive to other PPs 
(839-40). Moreover, he notes this in relationship to parallelism, though he does 
not expand on this relationship or provide more than two examples for PP appo-
sition in general. However, apposition is a much more complicated and layered 

 
1 Throughout this work I will indicate the anchor by single underlining and the appositive 
by double underlining. 
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grammatical phenomenon than commonly thought in ancient Semitics. My pur-
pose in this study is first to move towards a clearer linguistic description of appo-
sition in Ugaritic, and then consider its relationship to poetic parallelism. 

2. Apposition in Ugaritic 
Although no Ugaritic grammatical work I have surveyed actually defines apposi-
tion, if we assume the definitions provided in Biblical Hebrew studies (cf. Joüon 
and Muraoka 2006: 448–52) or comparative Semitics (cf. Lipiński 2001: 506–7) 
apply also to Ugaritic, the common view is that apposition is the modification of 
one noun phrase (NP1) by a second noun phrase (NP2), without any morphological 
or syntactic signal (e.g., cliticization, a particular case ending), and such that the 
two NPs could be reformulated into a well-formed equative predication (i.e., NP1 
is NP2).  Unfortunately, this definition does not fully account for the syntactic and 
semantic variety of appositive relationships. 

Though apposition may seem to be a clear and settled grammatical concept 
(perhaps this assumption explains the general lack of attention to apposition in 
Ugaritic studies), linguists are not settled on a unified definition for the phenom-
enon. Indeed, some linguists suggest that the term apposition has been applied too 
broadly and has lost its usefulness (see, e.g., Acuña-Fariña 1999). In order to 
maintain some continuity with the traditional definition, yet account for the dis-
tinct characteristics of restrictive apposition and nonrestrictive apposition, in this 
study I will take apposition to be a single grammatical phenomenon within which 
exists two sub-types  (restrictive and nonrestrictive) that are syntactically and se-
mantically distinct. 

In the remainder of this section, I will introduce a typology of apposition that 
I have found useful for initially sorting the data (§2.1) and survey the types of 
anchors and their appositives in Ugaritic (§2.2).2 

2.1. A Typology of Ugaritic Apposition 
Quirk et al. introduce three pairs of contrasts to account for the diversity of appo-
sition types (1985: 1300–1321): full vs. partial, strict vs. weak, and restrictive vs. 
nonrestrictive. Full apposition fulfills three conditions: (i) either the anchor or the 
appositive can be omitted without affecting the acceptability of the clause; (ii) 
each constituent fulfills the same syntactic role (e.g., subject, object) in the result-
ing clauses; (iii) there is no difference between the original clause with apposition 
and the two resulting clauses in extralinguistic reference. An Ugaritic example of 
full apposition is given in example (1): 

(1) yd.pdry.bt.ʾar 
‘the love of Pidray, the Daughter of Light’ (1.3.III.6) 
 > the love of Pidray 
 > the love of the Daughter of Light 
 

In the context of (1), removing either the anchor or the appositive does not affect 
the acceptability or intelligibility of the discourse referent, and both have the same 
syntactic role – the clitic host of the NP yd ‘love.of’.  

 
2 For a similar survey of apposition in Biblical Hebrew, see Holmstedt and Jones 2017. 
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In contrast to full apposition, partial apposition fails by one or more of the 
three criteria. In Ugaritic, partial apposition especially occurs when a numeral is 
the anchor, such as in (2): 

 
(2) kpr.šbʿ.bnt 

‘Henna for seven girls’ (1.3.I.2) 
 > ?Henna for seven3 
 > ?Henna for girls 
 
In (2) neither the numeral by itself (without a count noun) nor the noun by 

itself (without the numeral) would produce a contextually felicitous statement; in 
either case, the reader/listener would require additional information in order to 
process the intended meaning.4 This additional information may be either overt, 
as in the attested Ugaritic of (2), or assumed by virtue of the context (e.g., recon-
structing from context that “seven” refers to “seven girls”).5 

The strict versus weak apposition contrast concerns the syntactic categories of 
the constituents in the appositional relationship. In strict apposition, the anchor 
and the appositive are of the same syntactic category (e.g., NP, NP). Strong appo-
sition is clearly attested in examples like (3) and (4): 

 
(3) npynh.mks.bšr 

‘her tunic, the covering of her skin’ (1.4.II.5) 
 

(4) tqḥ.mlk.ʿlmk.drkt.dt.drdrk 
‘may you take your eternal kingship, the dominion that is yours perpetually’ 
(1.2.IV.10) 
 

In weak apposition, the two constituents may be of different syntactic categories, 
such as an NP anchor and an appositive consisting of a nominalized clause (e.g., 

 
3 A question mark (?) preceding a translation signals a marginally interpretable example. 
4 It is, of course, grammatical for the numeral to occur without an overt count noun; 
however, it is always clear that the numeral is quantifying a null count noun assumed from 
the previous discourse (e.g., “How many students are in your course? I have ten 
Ø[students] this term.”). Numerals used as quantifiers, whether an appositive is present or 
null, are not, in my view, referential; the only referential use of numerals is as names (e.g., 
“Point to the two on the number chart” and “Two and two is four”). For recent discussion 
of the complexity of numerals, see Weiner 2007 and Moltmann 2017. 
5 The distinction between full and partial reflects to a significant degree one part of the 
traditional definition of apposition, that is, the juxtaposition of two NPs that could be 
turned into a well-formed equative predication. Whereas Pidray and the Daughter of Light 
may produce an acceptable predication, Pidray is the Daughter of Light, a numeral and 
noun do not, *seven are girls. The unacceptability of *seven are girls relates to the 
indefiniteness of girls, since the predication creates an ambiguity between numerous 
possible interpretations, i.e., “seven (of these people here) are girls” or “there are seven 
and only seven girls (here, or in existence),” and so forth. Assuming definiteness, which 
is almost always unmarked in Ugaritic, the statement the girls are seven is only marginally 
better, with possible meanings of “the girls here are seven in number.” 
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his only interest in life, that he should become a doctor, has kept him focused).6 
Though I see no reason that weak apposition would have been ungrammatical in 
Ugaritic, I have yet to identify any clear cases. 

The third and final contrast is between restrictive and nonrestrictive apposi-
tion.7 Syntactically, the difference between restrictive apposition and nonrestric-
tive apposition concerns the appositive’s position with regard to its anchor. A re-
strictive appositive is situated somewhere within the phrase structure of the an-
chor, similar to other attributive modifiers, such as adjectives. An apposition po-
sitioned phrase-internally produces restrictive semantics, such that the appositive 
critically participates in the correct identification of the anchor, as in (5): 

 
(5) ʾalp kd.yḥ.bḫmr 

‘a thousand jar(s) he drew of wine’ (1.3.I.15–16) 
 

A restrictive appositive cannot be removed without interfering with the semantic 
processing of the anchor. Consistent with this is the necessity of the appositive kd 
in (5) in order for the the counted entity indicated by the numeral ʾalp to be iden-
tified.8 Restrictive apposition in Ugaritic is both highly constrained and frequently 
used. As in (5), Ugaritic numerals almost always appear as the anchor preceding 
a count noun in apposition. 

Unlike restrictive apposition, nonrestrictive apposition does not define the par-
ticular referent of the anchor. Syntactically, nonrestrictive apposition is a type of 
nonsubordination that is parallel and similar to coordination; as such the apposi-
tive is adjoined to the highest phrase structure level of the anchor.9 The nonsub-
ordinate syntax of nonrestrictive appositives, that they are not phrase-internal to 
the anchor, results in the semantic difference of these appositives. A nonrestrictive 
appositive does not provide information critical to the identification of its anchor; 
rather, it provides an additional or alternative description of the anchor. A simple 

 
6 See also the apposition of a qatal verbal clause with the deictic ֵּכן in 2 Sam 24:10 –    ַ֤וַּי
ם ר ֶאת־ָהָע֑ ן ָסַפ֣  David’s conscience smote him after this, (that is, after) he‘ ֵלב־ָּדִו֙ד ֹא֔תֹו ַאֲחֵרי־ֵכ֖
counted the people’ 
7 This mirrors the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction in BH relative clauses; see 
Holmstedt 2016:196–203.  
8 See above, n. 5. Ellipsis (or gapping) often provides a suitable “missing” constituent, 
especially within groups of poetic lines. However, this invokes a separate process of 
syntactic reconstruction that I am not addressing here. Setting cases of ellipsis aside, I have 
found few cases of a count noun not following a numeral in Ugarit, and it is notably rare 
in Biblical Hebrew apart from date formulas (see Ezek 1:1   ה ְרִביִע֙י ַּבֲחִמָּׁש֣ ה ָּבֽ ים ָׁשָנ֗ ִׁש֣ י ׀ ִּבְׁש ַוְיִה֣
ֶדׁש  See .(בחמׁשה and “day” is missing after ברביעי in which “month” is missing after ,ַלֹח֔
example (16) below for a rare case in Ugaritic; note that it is within an idiom. 
9 The technical issues relating to the syntax of apposition are beyond the scope of this 
study. In (very) brief, it is generally agreed that in the standard NP restrictive apposition, 
the appositive is within the phrasal domain of the governing anchor (see, e.g., de Vries 
2002: 211). The structure of nonrestrictive apposition has been more controversial. One 
approach is to take the nonrestrictive appositive as an adjunct or modifier of the NP, that 
is, not within the NP but adjoined to it (Potts 2005: 151). A second, more provocative 
argument is that the appositive is joined to its anchor as a coordinate phrase (CoordP) (de 
Vries 2002: 212–13) or as a subtype of parenthesis (de Vries 2007, 2012). 
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test for nonrestrictive apposition is whether, in any given example, either the an-
chor or the appositive can be omitted without affecting the identification of the 
reference (see Huddleston and Pullam 2002: 447). Consider the example given in 
(6). 

 
(6) [yṯ]ʾir.ṯr.ʾil.ʾabk 

‘The Bull, El, your Father, [will take ven]geance’ (1.2.III.16) 
 

In (6), removing either the first appositive, ʾil ‘El’, or the second appositive, ʾabk 
‘your father’, would hardly obscure the reference of the anchor ṯr ‘(the) Bull’, 
which is a well-attested epithet in the Ugaritic texts.10 

None of the three basic sets of contrasts applies exclusively or exhaustively to 
any given example of apposition. Rather, all three should be simultaneously ap-
plied to each apposition to identify full the semantics of anchor-appositive rela-
tionship. Therefore, consider again the examples in (1)-(6) in light of all three 
contrasts. 

 
(1') yd.pdry.bt.ʾar 
 ‘the love of Pidray, the Daughter of Light’ (1.3.III.6) 
 = FULL, STRICT, NONRESTRICTIVE 
 
(2') kpr.šbʿ.bnt 
 ‘henna for seven girls’ (1.3.I.2) 
 = PARTIAL, STRICT, RESTRICTIVE 
 
(3') npynh.mks.bšr  
 ‘her tunic, the covering of her skin’ (1.4.II.5) 
 = FULL, STRICT, NONRESTRICTIVE 
 
(4') tqḥ.mlk.ʿlmk.drkt.dt.drdrk . [tiqqaḥ mulka ʿolamika darkata data  
      dardārika] 
      ‘may you take your eternal kingship, the dominion that is yours 
      perpetually’ (1.2.IV.10) 
      = FULL, STRICT, NONRESTRICTIVE 
 
(5') ʾalp kd.yḥ.bḫmr 
      ‘a thousand jars he drew of wine’ (1.3.I.15–16) 
      = PARTIAL, STRICT, RESTRICTIVE 
 
(6') [yṯ]ʾir.ṯr.ʾil.ʾabk 
      ‘the Bull, El, your Father, [will take ven]geance’ (1.2.III.16) 
      = FULL, STRICT, NONRESTRICTIVE 

 
These representative data suggest that, besides cases of restrictive apposition with 
numerals as the anchor, Ugaritic apposition is predominantly nonrestrictive.11 

 
10 Normal caveats about PNs that are used for more than one referent, etc. 
11 My research into cliticization (the so-called bound state), relative clauses, and apposition 
in Semitic languages has led to me the following tentative and preliminary hypothesis. For 
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Given that nonrestrictive apposition is used in a greater number of contexts, 
with more diverse anchors, it is not surprising that some linguists have developed 
a fine-grained description of semantic relationships between the anchors and ap-
positives (see, e.g.,  Quirk et al. 1985: 1308). In the absence of native speakers, 
and thus, deprived of fine-grained semantic judgments, it seems prudent to col-
lapse these for ancient language like Ugaritic. With that said, the discourse context 
of most examples does allow us to see with reasonable confidence the three types 
of semantic relationships in (7). 

 
(7) Semantic Types of non-restrictive appositions 

Category      Typical English Gloss (not required) 
A. Reformulation     ‘or’, ‘that is’, ‘namely’, ‘that is to say’, ‘in other words’ 
B. Attribution     ‘being’, ‘as you know’  
C. Inclusion      ‘for example’, ‘especially’  
 

In the following sub-sections I provide a brief description of each semantic type, 
illustrated by Ugaritic examples. 

2.1.1. Reformulation 
In reformulation, the appositive rewords the anchor. The reformulation may be 
based on linguistic information, such as providing a synonym for the anchor: You 
should have consulted an ophthalmologist, that is (to say) an eye doctor (Quirk et 
al. 1985:1313). Or it may be based on factual knowledge from the world of the 
speaker and/or listener: Jorge Mario Bergoglio, aka Pope Francis, recently wrote 
his second encyclical. Reformulation may also be used to provide more precise 
information relating to the anchor (e.g., The Bible, the Jewish Bible, has twenty-
four books) as well as to revise of the anchor by the appositive, some of which 
may represent correction, such as Enrollment at the university has leveled off, that 
is, last year saw no increase in students enrolling at the University of Toronto. 
Notably, the information provided by a reformulation appositive may extend or 
complete the intended reference of the anchor, such as All families, or families 
that can afford to, will be going away for their holiday. 

One common way to reformulate an anchor is to name it. In such cases, both 
constituents are typically definite and the appositive is usually a proper noun. Ex-
amples (8)-(11) provide representative Ugaritic examples using the common 
phrases rbt ‘Lady’, ʾalʾiyn ‘Mighty One’, zbl ‘Prince’, or ṯpṭ ‘Judge’  as the an-
chors and a proper noun as the appositives. 

 
(8) [m]ṯb.rbt.ʾaṯrt ym  

‘[The dw]elling of the Lady, Athirat of the Sea ’(1.3.V.40–41) 
 

modification other than adjectival, Semitic first had two primary strategies: NP-NP 
cliticization was used for restrictive modification and NP-NP apposition was used for non-
restrictive modification. Relative clauses were a later innovation that developed out of the 
cliticization strategy (so Deutscher) and so was originally a restrictive modification 
strategy that allowed more complex constituents (nominalized clauses) to modify the NP 
anchor. The boundaries between restrictive and non-restrictive semantics in apposition and 
relative clauses eventually relaxed, so that each could serve both semantic types. For NP 
cliticization, though, the relationship remained restrictive. 
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  (9) wyʿn.ʾalʾiyn bʿl. 
  ‘and the Mighty One, Baal spoke’ (1.4.VII.36–37) 
 

(10) ʾap.ʾanš.zbl.bʿ[l]  
   ‘then the Prince, Baal is shaken’ (1.2.I.38) 
 

(11)  tʿdt.ṯpṭ.nhr  
   ‘the legation of the Judge, River’ (1.2.I.30) 
 

Though I have translated each of the anchors with the English definite article, it 
may also be the case that Ugaritic witnesses a development of this kind of appo-
sition into a specialized title formula, similar to English “Queen Elizabeth” or 
“President Truman,” in which the anchor is anarthrous and capitalized when writ-
ten. Such appositives have also been called “pseudo-titles” (Meyer 1992: 47–48). 

Another common manifestation of reformulation is for the appositive to iden-
tify or designate the anchor. This differs from the naming strategy only in that the 
appositive in this type is not a proper noun (though epithets may occur).  In this 
type of reformulative apposition, the anchor is an NP, usually indefinite, although 
not necessarily, while the appositive is often a more specific NP, illustrated in 
(12) and (13). 

 
(12) l.ʾumy.ʾadtny 

  ‘to my mother, (namely,) our Lady’ (2.11.1) 
 

(13) km.l.tʾudn dbbm.kšpm.hwt ršʿ.hwt.bn nšm 
  ‘thus, the tormentors, (namely,) the sorcerers, will not give ear (to) the word    
  of a wicked person, the word of (any) person’ (RS 92.2014.8–10) 
 

However, the anchor can sometimes before more specific than the appositive, 
which is often a relational term, as in the first appositive in (14), or by an office 
or professional term, as in the second case in (14); the second type consists of an 
NP whose referent is broadened by the appositive in (15). 

 
(14) l ym.hnd ʿmṯtmr bn.nqmpʿ mlk.ugrt ytn 

  ‘on that day, Ammithtamru, son of Niqmepa, king of Ugarit, gave … ’ (3.2.1–5) 
 

(15) km.l.tʾudn dbbm.kšpm.hwt ršʿ.hwt.bn nšm 
  ‘thus, the tormentors, the sorcerers, will not give ear (to) the word of a wicked   
  person, (that is, even) the word of (any) person’ (RS 92.2014.8–10) 

 
Like this last example, reformulative appositives are often an opportunity to ex-
tend the scope of the anchor. Consider the examples in (16)–(18).  

 
(16) šḥr.ṯl[ṯ]t bnš bnšm l.yqḥnn.bd bʿln.bn.kltn 

  ‘tomorrow, three (days) (>in the future), no man will take it from the posses 
  sion of Balanu, son of Kilitenu’ (3.5.15–18) 
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(17) w ym ymm [yʿtqn ... ]  
  ‘a day, two days12 (> some days) will pass’ (1.1.V.15–16) 

 
(18) w ymlk.bʾarṣ.ʾil.klh 

   ‘and he ruled over the divine land, all of it’ (1.6.I.65)13 
 

The reformulation in (16) uses the appositive, ṯlṯt ‘three (days)’ to expand the 
reference of the anchor, šḥr ‘dawn’ or ‘tomorrow’. The result is an idiom for an 
indeterminate amount of time in the future. Similarly, the use in (17) of the dual 
‘days’ as an appositive after the singular ‘day’ reformulates the simple reference 
of ‘one day’ so that it idiomatically refers to an open-ended quantity, i.e., ‘any 
number of days.’ And finally, the use of the quantifier kl (with the enclitic pro-
noun) in (18) clarifies that the anchor in this mention refers to nothing less than 
its entirety. 

2.1.2. Attribution 
In appositions of attribution, the appositive is not equivalent to its anchor; it does 
not reformulate it, but describes it. By way of comparison, the most common ex-
amples of attributive appositives in Biblical Hebrew are those in which a free form 
NP is followed by an NP identifying the material of which it consists, such as 
חֶקמַ  or ,ְנֹחֶׁשת ,ַהָּזָהב , as in ְׁשֵּתי ָהֲעֹבֹתת ַהָּזָהב ‘two golden cords’ (Exod 39:17).  

Another common Hebrew type of attributive apposition has an intensifying 
function—the appositive alters the sense of the anchor by strengthening it, quali-
tatively or quantitatively. The most common examples of this are with noun rep-
etition, as in ָזָהב ָזָהב ‘gold, gold’ > ‘pure gold’ (2 Kgs 25:15). Noun repetition, as 
in (19),  is the only type of attributive apposition I have found in Ugaritic.  

 
(19) šḥr.ṯl[ṯ]t bnš bnšm l.yqḥnn.bd bʿln.bn.kltn 

  ‘tomorrow, three (days), a man, a man (> any person) will not take it from  
  the possession of Balanu, son of Kilitenu’ (3.5.15–18) 

2.1.3. Inclusion 
The final semantic relationship for apposition is inclusion. In inclusion, the ap-
positive is an example of the anchor – one specific instance of it. The example 
can be representative, a paradigm case, in which case Quirk et al. (1985) refer to 
the relationship as particularization, marked in English by words and phrases such 
as especially, in particular, mainly, and mostly; or it can be an example that is not 
necessarily representative, which they refer to as exemplification, marked in Eng-
lish by for example or say. Though I have yet to find a likely example of nominal 
inclusive apposition in Ugaritic, I give one potential Hebrew example in (20) 
simply for illustration: 
 

ַמח סֹ֔  ׁש ְסִאי֙ם ֶק֣ ֤ י ְׁש י ֻעֽגֹות׃ַמֲהִר֞ ) 20( ֶלת ֖לּוִׁשי ַוֲעִׂש֥  
   ‘quickly fetch three seahs (of) flour, (especially) finely milled flour,  
   knead (it), and make cakes’ (Gen 18:6) 

 
12 Though I have taken the noun ymm as dual /yômāmi/, it could also be plural /yômūma/. 
13 So Tropper 2000:838; contra del Olmo Lete and Sanmartín 2015:432–33. See also Smith 
and Pitard 2009: 366 and n. 4. 
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2.2. Constituent Categories used in Ugaritic Apposition 

Apposition is typically treated in Semitic grammars as a noun or NP modification 
strategy and all of the Ugaritic examples cited so far in this study have involved 
NPs as anchors and NPs as appositives (excepting only the restrictive appositions 
with numerals). It is therefore quite insightful that Tropper mentions preposition 
phrase (PP) apposition in his brief discussion (2000: 839–40). Even then, his pass-
ing treatment of PP apposition only hints at the full scope of the issue. What we 
shall see is that the extension of apposition beyond the NP does not stop with PPs, 
but can includes any type of phrase.  

2.2.1. PP Apposition 
PPs are frequently used in ways that are indistinct syntactically or semantically 
from nominal nonrestrictive apposition. In Ugaritic, as in Biblical Hebrew, PP 
apposition in used particularly in date formulas, illustrated in (21)–(22), though 
we can also find PP apposition in non-date contexts, as in (23). 

 
(21) byrḫ.ibʿlt.bym[ . š]bʿ 

  ‘in the month of Ibalatu, on the seventh day’ (KTU 1.119.1) 
 

(22) [by]r̊ḫ.[r]iš yn.bym.ḥdṯ 
  ‘in the month of Rašu-Yeni, on the day of the new moon’  
  (1.87.1; see line 54, also 1.41.1) 
 

(23) ʾatm.wank ibġyh.btk.ġry.il.ṣpn bqdš.bġr.nḥlty bnʿm.bgbʿ.tliyt 
   ‘come and I will reveal it in the midst of my mountain, Divine Sapan, in   
   (my) sanctuary, in the mount of my heritage, in (my) delightful place, in the   
   hill of (my) victory’ (1.3.III.28–30) 
 

Note that the temporal PP examples in (21) and (22) may be candidates for appo-
sition of inclusion, since the day reference provides a particular time within the 
context of the wider time reference of the anchor. The recursive PP apposition in 
(23) reformulates the anchor by using alternate designations of the locative refer-
ence. Notably, all PP appositives appear to be nonrestrictive. 
 
2.2.2. VP and Clausal Apposition  
Beyond PP apposition, there are cases of verbs as well as verbal phrases (e.g., a 
verb plus its arguments) used as appositives. Consider the example in (24). 
 
(24) lpʿn.il.thbr.wtql tštḥwy.wtkbdh 

  ‘at the feet of El she bowed down and she fell, she prostrated herself, and she  
  honored him’ (1.4.IV.25–26; see also 1.2.III.6 and 1.4.VIII.25–26) 
 

The second and third verbs in (24) are good examples of verbal apposition. Both 
appositives are verbs only, without overt arguments of their own, even though 
both would normally require a locative complement. Their valency appears to be 
fulfilled either by assuming it from the anchor, with its fronted locative PP lpʿn il 
‘at the feet of El’, or that PP is elliptical for each appositive verb. If the latter, then 
these two are verbal appositives but VP appositives but elided PP complements. 
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The fourth verb in the example presents an interesting twist – it has its own pro-
nominal (enclitic) complement. Moreover, the initial PP in the clause is not re-
quired by the valency of this fourth verb; the PP would fit only as an optional 
adjunct. Thus, this cannot be a case of verbal apposition and is likely not even VP 
apposition, but more likely  clausal apposition, with “she bowed down at the feet 
of El” reformulated as “she honored him.”  

One final but important feature in (24) is the presence of a conjunction w- 
before the first appositive wtql as well as before the last appositive, wtkbdh. This 
occurs in Biblical Hebrew as well.14 Insertion of optional conjunctions before ap-
positives occurs in diverse other languages as well; see, e.g., English or and Dutch 
of((te)wel and en wel (de Vries 2002: 213). The optionality of an overt conjunction 
indicates that it is structurally irrelevant (for a similar view of the Biblical Hebrew 
 see Holmstedt 2013 and 2014:142–43). With that said, it may have a pragmatic ,ו
function, such as alerting the listener/reader to the nonrestrictive nature of the ap-
position (see Miller-Naudé 2007b for a similar view of the optionality of ו be-
tween poetic lines that exhibit verb gapping). In sum, whether the conjunction w- 
is used as a coordinating or a nonsubordinating conjunction (i.e., with appositives) 
must be determined based on what is most felicitous in the discourse. 

The example in (25) may also initially appear to be a case of verbal apposition, 
but since the syntactic subject is repeated, it makes more sense to understand these 
three words as a case of successive clausal apposition.  

 
(25) ḥšk.ʿṣk.ʿbṣk 

  ‘You are to hasten! You are to hurry! You are to rush!’ (1.3.III.18; see   
  1.1.III.10; 1.3.IV.11)15 

 
14 Insertion of optional conjunctions before appositives occurs in diverse other languages 
as well; see, e.g., English or and Dutch of((te)wel and en wel; de Vries 2002: 213. The 
optionality of an overt conjunction indicates that it is structurally irrelevant; with that said, 
it may have a pragmatic function, such as alerting the listener/reader to the nonrestrictive 
nature of the apposition (see Miller-Naudé 2007b for a similar view of the optionality of  ו 
between poetic lines that exhibit verb gapping). For my view of the syntax and semantics 
of ו in BH, see Holmstedt 2013 and 2014:142–43. In a nutshell, while ו is often used for 
prototypical coordination, it is also often used in contexts that clearly deviate from 
coordination but are still clearly not subordinate; it is in these contexts that I suggest we 
see the more general “nonsubordinator” use of the ו. Whether the ו is used as a coordinating 
or nonsubordinating conjunction must be determined based on what is most felicitous in 
the discourse. 
15 I parse these as infinitives with an attached subject pronoun. This construction carries a 
sense of obligation, similar to the Biblical Hebrew parallel structure (e.g., 2 Sam 18:11 

ָר  ֙ ֲעָׂש֣ ֶתת ְל י ָל֤ ת׃ְוָעַל֗ ה ֶאָחֽ ֶסף ַוֲחֹגָר֖ ה ֶכ֔  ‘upon me is to give you ten (shekels) silver and one belt’; 
see Waltke and O’Connor 1990:609). It is easy to misunderstand the semantics of 
obligation as an imperatival use; see Smith 1994:  

     These verbs are infinitives used as imperatives with second person sg. suffixes (Pope 
1952:135; CMCOT 35–36, esp. n. 4). For ḥš, see above p. 145. Grelot (1956:202–05) 
compares Ugaritic *ʿṣ with Syr *ʿṣṣ “compressit” as a biform of BH *ʾwṣ, “to press” in 
Exod 5:13, but also “to hurry” in Josh 10:13. Grelot (1956:202–05; 1957:195) posits PS 
*ʿbḏ, “to hasten” > Ug *ʿbṣ and *ʿbq attested in Old Arm > lʿwbʿ (Genesis Apocryphon 
20:8-9) > *ʾbʿ (Jewish Arm). This development corresponds to the one proposed for PS 
*ʿḍ > Egyptian Arm ʿq > *ʿʿ > BA ʾaʿ, “wood” (BDB 1082). (159, n. 76). 



2018]      Clarifying apposition in Ugaritic // the displacement of “parallelism” 207 

 

More complex cases of clausal apposition, often exhibiting multiple arguments 
for both the anchor and the appositive, are illustrated in (26)–(28). 

 
(26) gm.ṣḥ.l qb[ṣ.ilm ṣḥ] l rḥqm.lp[ḫr.ʾl] ṣḥ. 

  ‘aloud they summon the ass[embly of the gods], [ ... they summon] the distant  
  ones, the as[sembly of El] they summon’ (1.1.IV.2–4) 
 

(27) ysʿ. [a]lt[.]ṯbtk[.]ly[hpk] [ksa.]mlkk.l yṯbr.ḫṭ[.]mṯpṭk.  
  ‘surely he will remove the [sup )port of your seat, surely he will [overturn the   
  throne] of your kingship, surely he will break the sceptre of your rule’   
  (1.2.III.17–18) 
 

(28) tn.ilm.d tqh.d tqyn.hmlt.tn.bʿl[.w ʿnnh] bn.dgn.arṯm.pḏh.  
  ‘give up, O Gods, the one you obey, the one you obey, O Multitude, give up,   
  (that is), Baal, and I will humble him, the Son of Dagan, I will seize his gold’  
  (1.2.I.18–19) 
 

What is very clear from all these examples is that VP and clausal apposition is 
semantically nonrestrictive. Moreover, most of the examples strongly appear to 
be reformulative apposition, with a minority serving as appositives of inclusion, 
with the appositive specifying a more detailed event within the larger context of 
the event anchor. This is illustrated by the last appositive in (28):  arṯm.pḏh ‘I will 
seize his gold’ particularizes the assertion of the anchor,  ʿ nnh bn.dgn ‘I will hum-
ble him, the Son of Dagan’. 

My extension of apposition, which is normally discussed only as a nominal 
phenomenon, to PPs, VPs, and even entire clauses – especially in the context of 
Ugaritic poetry – raises the obvious question about how it relates to poetic “par-
allelism.” 

3. Displacing “Parallelism” in Ugaritic Poetry 

Discussion of the essence and techniques of Ugaritic poetry has generally fol-
lowed the long study of Biblical Hebrew poetry due to its structurally similar po-
etic line and use of “parallelism” for relating poetic lines. The result has been an 
impressive body of work on the poetic features of Ugaritic verse.16 My purpose 
here is not to survey the various opinions on Ugaritic parallelism (see instead the 
summary in LeMon 2005); nor will I address the issues of prosody, metrics, sti-
chometry, or other ways that Ugaritic and Biblical Hebrew poetry has been ana-
lyzed. Rather, my interest is to suggest that, from the standpoint of constraints that 
a Ugaritic author faced when creating poetry, what we call “parallelism” can be 
reduced to a binary choice of apposition: non-apposition.  

For Biblical Hebrew poetry – and this equally applies to the later study of 
Ugaritic poetry – it has generally been recognized since Lowth that defining the 
poetic line results in only a partial description of the poetic convention.  The in-
terlineal relationship of poetic lines is as critical to understanding the convention 

 
16 Among many others, see the following works: Avishur 1984, 1994, 2007; LeMon 2005; 
Pardee 1981, 1988, 1993; Watson 1982, 1983, 1991, 1994, 1996, 1997ab, 1999, 2000. 
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of BH (and Ugaritic) poetry as the line itself.  However, neither parallelism, which 
is minimally an epiphenomenon of poetic syntax, nor any other current articula-
tion adequately accounts for interlineal syntax. Dobbs-Allsopp’s recent dismissal 
of parallelism as constitutive of BH poetry is equally true for Ugaritic; but what, 
then, is the principle(s) of poetic syntax? What is the grammar behind Dobbs-
Allsopp’s elegant but impressionistic description?  

A clausal or sentential whole (frame) is articulated and then reiterated once or 
twice over, producing (optimally) a halting or pulsing series of progressions – one 
step forward, iteration, and then another step forward, reiteration, and sometimes 
twice over (in the case of triplets), and so on.” (Dobbs-Allsopp 2015:45) 

What Dobbs-Allsopp describes can be accounted for syntactically by the bi-
nary choice of apposition : non-apposition.17 We might imagine that, after artfully 
devising a poetic line, the Ugaritic poet chooses to proceed in one of two ways, 
either by pausing to elaborate, refine, or reformulate the image introduced in the 
first line (= apposition), or by moving on with the addition of new features about 
the current image or a transition to a subsequent image (= non-apposition). 

Why is apposition critical to Ugaritic poetry? Apposition is, to put it non-the-
oretically, a device of repetition and directly contributes to information “chunk-
ing,” both of which are at the heart of image construction in poetry (Dobbs-All-
sopp 2015: 109–11, 130–40). The reformulative and exemplifying functions of 
nonrestrictive apposition are a grammatical means in poetic verse to allow the 
brain to pause and process the poetic image (see Dobbs-Allsopp 2015: 44). Or, as 
Robinson argued over thirty years ago in his seminal study of the style of Beowulf, 
apposition is a “retarding device” used to force the audience to pause and “con-
sider an object or action from more than one perspective” (1985: 60). Once the 
poet has determined that the image is sufficiently elaborate, he moves to the next 
image by non-appositional syntactic means. 

Rather than illustrate the apposition : non-apposition interplay with a variety 
of examples taken out of their larger poetic context, it will be more useful to treat 
a longer stretch of poetry and note interlineal relationships. I have chosen KTU 
1.3.I, given in (29), since with this text we have the advantage of two monographs 
that are sensitive to the poetics of the passage, Dennis Pardee’s Ugaritic and He-
brew Poetic Parallelism: A Trial Cut (1978) and Mark Smith and Wayne Pitard’s 
Ugaritic Baal Cycle, Volume II (2009). Besides the Ugaritic text, which I present 
in the first column, including both the tablet line numbers (superscript Arabic nu-
merals) and my poetic lineation (capital Roman letters), the second column details 
the syntactic relationships of the lines to each other and the third column provides 
an English translation. Note that I use indenting in my translation to help represent 
the nested relationships of the lines. Also, to highlight the appositional relation-
ships, I overuse the English glosses as signals for appositives; this sacrifices trans-
lational elegance for pedagogical clarity. Finally, I do translate or analyze lines 1-
2a and 25b-27, since the tablet is damaged before and after this point, making the 
content and its relationship to the entire discourse unclear. 

 
 

 
17 For a similar argument, with an extensive analysis of apposition’s role in Biblical 
Hebrew poetry, see Holmstedt 2018. 
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Interlineal Syntax in KTU 1.3.I 
 

Text 
Syntax 

Translation (w
ith visual nesting) 

1 al.tǵl t[...] 2 prdm
n. 

 A
. ʿbd.ʾalʾi[yn] 3 bʿl. 

B
. sʾid.zbl.bʿl 4 ʾars. 

C
. qm

.yṯʿr 5 w
.yšlḥm

nh 
D

.  6 ybrd.ṯd.lpnwh  
E. 7 bḥrb.m

lḥt 8qṣ.m
rʾi. 

F. ndd 9  yʿšr.wyšqynh  
G

. 10 ytn.ks.bdh  
H

. 11krpnm
.bklʾat.ydh  

I. 12 bk rb.ʿẓm
. 

J. rʾidn 13 m
t.šm

m
. 

K
. ks.qdš 14l tph̊nh.ʾaṯt. 

L. krpn 15 l tʿn.ʾaṯrt. 
M

. ʾalp 16kd.yqḥ.bḫm
r  

N
. 17 rbt.ym

sk.bm
skh  

O
. 18 qm

.ybd.wyšr 
P. 19mṣltm.bd.nʿm  
Q

. 20 yšr.ǵzr.ṭb.ql  
R

. 21ʿl.bʿl.bṣrrt 22 ṣpn. 
S. ytm

r.bʿl 23 bnth. 
T. yʿn.pdry 24 bt.ʾar. 

  

       26 hm
.klt 27[kny]t. 

... 
 N

on-apposition  (im
age #1) 

A
pp (clausal, to A

) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (clausal, to A

) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (clausal, to C

) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (clausal, to C

) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (clausal, to A

, coord w
/C) – reform

.  
A

pp (clausal, to F) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (clausal, to F) – reform

ulation 
A

pp (N
P, to krpnm

) – reform
ulation  

A
pp (N

P, to krpnm
) – reform

ulation 
A

pp (N
P, to krpnm

) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (N

P, to krpnm
) – reform

ulation 
A

pp (clausal, to F) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (cl ausal, to M

) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (clausal, to A

) – reform
ulation  

N
on -apposition (enjam

bm
ent) 

A
pp (clausal, to O

) – reform
ulation 

N
on-apposition (enjam

bm
ent) 

N
on-apposition (im

age #2) 
A

pp (clausal, to S) – reform
ulation 

A
pp (clausal, to S, coord w

/ T) – reform
. 

…
 

…
 

 

1 ...  

 2–3 H
e served the M

ight[y] O
ne, B

aal,  

3-4 w
hich m

eans, he w
aited on the Prince, B

aal of the Earth,  

4–5 in other words, he stood, arranged and caused him
 to eat,  

5-6 m
ore specifically, he cut aw

ay a breast before him
,  

7–8 that is, w
ith a salted knife (he cut aw

ay) a fillet of fatling;  

8–9 and he stood, served, and caused him
 to drink,  

10 that is to say, he put a cup in his hand,  

11 in  other w
ords, a goblet (he put) in both his hands:  

12 that is, a large, im
posing vessel,  

12-13 or, rhyton of m
en of the heavens;  

13–14 or, a holy cup (that) w
om

en m
ay not see,  

14–15 or, a goblet (that) A
thirat m

ay not eye;  

15–16 that is to say, a thousand jars he drew
 of ḫm

r-w
ine,  

17 that is, a m
yriad (jars) he m

ixed of his m
ixed w

ine;  

18 w
hich m

eans, he stood, chanted and sang,  

19 cym
bals (being) in the hands of the pleasant one,  

20 that is, the hero sang (w
ith) goodness of voice

 

21 about B
aal on the heights of Ṣapan.  

22–23 B
aal gazed at his daughters,  

23–24 that is, he eyed Pidray, the D
aughter of Light,  

24-25 and also (he eyed) Tallay, [the D
aughter] of R

ain.  
 25 ...  

26-27 ...  
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In the twenty-one lines of the poem, only four have non-appositive syntax: the 
two lines introducing the initial image (A, image #1) and the second image (S, 
image #2) of the poem and the two lines of enjambment (P, R). The remaining 
seventeen lines are all appositives used for reformulation. The two non-apposi-
tives used to introduce new images (A, S) thus represent the essential framework 
for the poem, much like a narrative backbone in prose. This poem, then, develops 
the scene by the following two essential events: serving Baal and Baal gazing at 
his daughters. Everything else in the poem are alternative expressions of these 
two events, unfolding the poetic scene by “halting or pulsing series of progres-
sions” (Dobbs-Allsopp 2015: 45). 

In each of the appositive reformulations in KTU 1.3.I, the poet chooses be-
tween clausal apposition (B–H, M–O, Q, T–U) and NP apposition (I–L). The clus-
ter of NP appositions in I–L modify the anchor krpnm “goblet” in H. They repre-
sent the slowing down of the poetic development to dwell on a particular item or 
character, in this case, the kind of cup used to serve drink to Baal.  

In the clausal appositions, the lines typically use nearly synonymous verbs or 
verbal gapping to restate and reinforce the anchor line, often with an alternate 
epithet or quality for the items described in the first line. The use of these clausal 
appositions is varied in the text’s structure. In B,C, F, and O, the appositives offer 
a re-articulation of A, which is the initial expression of the first image of this text. 
Similarly, the second image in S is couched in an alternate way by the combi-
nation of both T and U; that is, two appositive clauses work together to reformu-
late their one shared anchor. Nested below this level of the text, D and E reformu-
late C. Similarly, G, H, and M reformulate F. N reformulates M, and Q reformu-
lates O. In each of these cases, the appositive serves to pause the overall forward 
progression in the text by dwelling on their anchor proposition via alternative ex-
pressions. In this analysis of the line relationships, the text is a complex structure 
with multiple hierarchical layers, all working together to speed up or slow down 
the development of the main poetic images.18 

My final observation about KTU 1.3.I concerns both parallelism and the no-
tion of line pairs (a.k.a. Couplets or bicola), which are often packaged together as 
the distinctive syntactic feature of Hebrew and Ugaritic poetic style. In the entire 
stretch of twenty-one lines of KTU 1.3.I, there are only two pairs that might be 
considered “parallel” to each other and thus constituting a couplet: C and F, and 
T and U. The lines in each of these two sets are on the same hierarchical level and 
work together to clarify, as a pair, the clause that is their respective anchor. How-
ever, note that one of these sets, C and F, is not even linearly adjacent! Couplet 
parallelism is wholly inaccurate for adequately describing any of the lines in KTU 
1.3.I, a fact that suggests it should be entirely set aside in the analysis of Ugaritic 
poetic style. 

 
18 Unlike Biblical Hebrew, Ugaritic does not seem to have developed a distinct narrative 
convention. Thus, Ugaritic poetic style is used for multiple genre types. This poses no 
challenge to the binary apposition : non-apposition analysis I propose. A poetic text may 
progress by whatever strategy the poet desires, whether it is chronological and action 
oriented or not (e.g., spatial and entity oriented). It is pertinent that chronologically 
oriented “narrative” poetry is not absent from the biblical psalms, such as in large sections 
of Psa. 78, 105, and 106 (note the high frequency of the wayyiqtol in these psalms). 
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6. Conclusion 
Though KTU 1.3.I is but a small piece from the Ugaritic poetic corpus, the study 
here of this text as well as my initial investigation of other texts suggests that 
apposition, whether NP, PP, VP, or clausal, versus non-apposition is the defining 
inter-lineal binary opposition in Ugaritic poetry. This binary opposition reflects 
the use of a well-attested grammatical construction that serves the purpose of po-
etry well, by its essential clarifying semantics and delaying effect on the progres-
sion of an utterance. Thus, the binary apposition: non-apposition choice is at the 
syntactic heart of the convention of Ugaritic poetry and so effectively displaces 
“parallelism,” which has long been recognized as deficient for adequately explain-
ing the variety of line relationships in the texts. What my study does for the un-
derstanding of Ugaritic poetic syntax is complements what Michael O’Connor’s 
study of verse structure accomplished for the grammar of the poetic line in Uga-
ritic and Biblical Hebrew.19 Together an understanding of the constraints on the 
structure of the line and the constraints on the relationships between lines produce 
a core poetic grammar. 
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